
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Debate
has been concluded on all motions to
suspend the rules.

Pursuant to clause 5, rule I, the
Chair willnow put the question on the
motion on which further proceedings
were postponed earlier today, in the
order in which that motion was enter-
tained.

The votes willbe taken on H.R. 2*475
by the yeas and nays.

SIMPLIFICATION OP IMPUTED
INTEREST RULES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of
suspending the rules and passing the
bill,H.R. 2475.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.Ros-
tenkowski] that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill,H.R. 2475,
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were— yeas 425, nays
0, answered "present" 1, not voting 8,
as follows:

[RollNo. 119]

YEAS—425
Ackerman Byron Dwyer
Addabbo Callahan Dymally
Akaka Campbell Dyson
Alexander Carney Early
Anderson Carper Eckart (OH)

Andrews Carr Eckert (NY)
Annunzio Chandler Edgar
Anthony Chappell Edwards (CA)
Applegate Chappie Edwards (OK)
Archer Cheney Emerson
Armey Clay English
Aspin Clinger Erdreich
Atkins Coats Evans (IA)

AuCoin Cobey Evans (ID
Badham Coble Fascell
Barnard Coelho « Fawell
Barnes Coleman (MO) Fazio
Bartlett Coleman (TX) Feighan
Barton Collins Fiedler
Bateman Combest Fields
Bates Conte Fish
Bedell Conyers Flippo
Beilenson Cooper Florio
Bennett Coughlin Foglietta
Bentley Courter Foley
Bereuter Coyne Ford (MI)
Berman Craig Ford (TN)
Bevill Crane Fowler
Biaggi Crockett Frank
Bilirakis Daniel Franklin
Bliley Dannemeyer Frenzel
Boehlert Darden Frost
Boggs Daschle Fuqua
Boland Daub Gallo
Boner (TN) Davis Garcia
Bonior (MI) de la Garza Gaydos
Bonker DeLay Gejdenson
Borski Dellums Gekas
Bosco Derrick Gephardt
Boucher DeWine Gibbons
Boulter Dickinson Gilman
Boxer Dicks Gingrich
Breaux Dingell Glickman
Brooks DioGuardi Gonzalez
Broomfiéld Dixon Goodling
Brown (CA) Donnelly Gordon
Brown (CO) Dorgan (ND) Gradison
Broyhill Dornan (CA) Gray (ID
Bruce Dowdy Gray (PA)
Bryant Downey Green
Burton (CA) Dreier Gregg
Burton (IN) Duncan Grotberg
Bustamante Durbin Guarini
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the billwas passed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

D 1500

ANTI-APARTHEID ACT OP 1985
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 174 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H.Res. 174
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause Kb) of rule XXIII,de-
clare the House resolved into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
1460) to express the opposition of the
United States to the system of apartheid in
South Africa, and for other purposes, and
the first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. After general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and shall con-
tinue not to exceed two hours, one hour to
be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and one
hour to be equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs, the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
Itshall be in order to consider the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute recom-
mended by the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs now printed in the bill as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under
the five-minute rule, and each section of
said substitute shall be considered as having
been read. After the bill has been consid-
ered for amendment in its entirety and all
other amendments have been disposed of, it
shall be in order to consider the following
amendments in the nature ofa substitute in
the followingorder:

(1) the amendment printed in the Con-
gressional Record ofMay 16, 1985, by,and if
offered by, Representative Siljander of
Michigan;

(2) the amendment printed in the Con-
gressional Record ofMay 16,1985, by, and if
offered by, Representative Gunderson of
Wisconsin; and

G3> the amendment printed in the Con-
gressional Record of May 16,1985, by, and if
offered by, Representative Dellums of Cali-
fornia.
Allsuch amendments shall be in order even
if a previous amendment in the nature of a
substitute has been adopted, and all points
of order against said amendments for fail-
ure to comply with the provisions of clause
7 of rule XVI are hereby waived. Such
amendments shall not be subject to amend-
ment but shall each be debatable for not to
exceed one hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the proponent of the amend-
ment and a Member opposed thereto. After
the disposition of such amendments, no fur-
ther amendment to the bill shall be in
order, and only the last such amendment in
the nature of a substitute which is adopted
shall be considered as having been finally
adopted and reported back to the House. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
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Gunderson McDade Seiberling
Hall (OH) McEwen Sensenbrenner
Hall,Ralph McHugh Sharp

Hamilton McKernan Shaw
Hammerschmidt McKinney Shelby
Hansen McMillan Shumway

Hartnett Meyers Shuster
Hatcher Mica Sikorski
Hawkins Michel Siljander
Hayes Mikulski Sisisky
Hefner Miller (CA) Skeen
Heftel Miller (OH) Skelton
Hendon Miller (WA) Slattery
Henry Mineta Slaughter
Hertel Mitchell Smith (FL)

Hiler Moakley Smith (IA)

Hillis Molinari Smith (NE)

Hopkins Mollohan Smith (NH)
-

Horton Monson Smith (NJ)

Howard Montgomery Smith, Denny
Hoyer Moody Smith, Robert
Hubbard Moore Snowe
Huckaby Moorhead Snyder
Hughes Morrison (CT) Solara
Hunter Morrison (WA) Solomon
Hutto Mrázek Spence
Hyde Murphy Spratt
Ireland Murtha St Germain
Jacobs Myers Staggers
Jeffords Natcher Stallings
Jenkins Neal Stangeland
Johnson Nelson Stark
Jones (OK) Nichols Stenholm
Jones (TN) Nielson Stokes
Kanjorski Nowak Strang
Kaptur O'Brien Stratton
Kasich Oakar Studds
Kastenmeier Oberstar Stump
Kemp Obey Sundquist
Kennelly Olin Sweeney
Kildee Ortiz Swift
Kindness Owens Swindall
Kleczka Oxley Synar
Kolbe Packard Tallón
Kolter Panetta Tauke
Kostmayer Parris Tauzin
Kramer Pashayan Taylor
LaFalce Pease Thomas (CA)

Lagomarsino Penny Thomas (GA)

Lantos Pepper Torres
Latta Perkins Torricelli
Leach (IA) Petri Towns
Leath(TX) Pickle Traficant
Lehman (CA) Porter Traxler
Lehman (FL) Price Udall
Leland Pursell Valentine
Lent Quillen

"
VanderJagt

Levin (MI) Rahall Vento
Levine (CA) Ray Visclosky
Lewis (FL) Regula Volkmer
Lightfoot Reid Vucanovich
Lipinski Richardson Walgren
Livingston Ridge Walker
Lloyd Rinaldo Watkins
Loeffler Ritter Waxman
Long Roberts Weaver
Lott Robinson Weber
Lowery (CA) Rodino Weiss
Lujan Roe Wheat
Luken Roemer Whitehurst
Lundine Rogers Whitley
Lungren Rose Whittaker
Mack Rostenkowski Whitten
MacKay Roth Williams
Madigan Roukema Wilson
Mantón Rowland (CT) Wirth
Markey Rowland (GA) Wise
Marlenee Roybal Wolf
Martin (ID Russo Wolpe
Martin (NY) Sabo Wortley
Martinez Savage Wright
Matsui Saxton Wyden
Mavroules Schaefer Wylie
Mazzoli Scheuer Yates
McCain Schneider Young (AK)

McCandless Schroeder Young (FL)

McCloskey Schuette Young (MO)
McCollum Schulze Zschau
McCurdy Schumer

ANSWERED 'PRESENT"— 1
Lowry (WA)

NOT VOTING-8
Hall, Sam Lewis (CA) Rudd
Holt McGrath Yatron
Jones (NO Rangel
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bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopt-
ed, and any Member may demand a separate

vote in the House on any amendment adopt-
ed in the Committee of the Whole to the
bill or to the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute. The previous ques-

tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Derrick] is recognized for 1hour.

Mr,DERRICK. Mr.Speaker, Iyield
the customary 30 minutes, for pur-
poses of debate only, to the gentleman

from Missouri [Mr, Taylor], and
pending that Iyield myself such time
as Imay consume.

(Mr.DERRICK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
inaarks.)

D 1510

Mr. DERRICK. Mr.Speaker, House
Resolution 174 is an open rule which
provides for 2 hours of general debate.
One hour of the general debate time
willbe equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, and the other hour willbe
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Bank-
ing, Finance, and Urban Affairs. The
rule makes in order the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee substitute as an origi-
nal bill for amendment, with each sec-
tion to be considered as read.

House Resolution 174 also provides
for the consideration of three substi-
tutes after the billhas been consid-
ered for amendment in its entirety.
The three substitutes made in order in
this rule are those by, and if offered
by, Representatives Siljander, Gun-
derson, and Dellums, and the substi-
tutes must be offered in that se-
quence.

Mr.Speaker, because the rule makes
more than one substitute in order, the
rule contains what is sometimes re-
ferred to as a king-of-the-hill proce-
dure. Without such a procedure, under
the normal rules of the House adop-
tion of an amendment in the nature of
a substitute would preclude the offer-
ing of any further amendments to the
bill.Under the king-of-the-hill proce-
dure provided in this rule, each of the
three substitutes can be offered, even
ifoffered subsequent to passage of an-
other substitute. Only the last substi-
tute to be adopted willbe reported
back to the House.

The rule waives clause 7 of rule XVI,
the germaneness rule, against the
three amendments in the nature of a
substitute specified in House Resolu-
tion 174. Each of the substitutes will
be debatable for 1hour, with the time
being equally divided and controlled
by the proponent and a member op-
posed to the substitute. The rule also
stipulates that these substitutes must

have been printed in the Congression-
al Recorb of May 16$ 1985. Finally,
Mr. Speaker, the rules provides one
motion to recommit with or without
instructions.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1460, the Anti-
Apartheid Act of 1985, willinstitute a
constructive set of prohibitions
against various forms of trade between
the United States and the Govern-
ment of South Africa as long as the
policy of apartheid remains in force in
South Africa. As an original cosponsor
of this bill,Ibelieve it represents a
viable and necessary alternative to the
administration's failed policy of con-
structive engagement with the Gov-
ernment ofSouth Africa.

The provisions of H.R. 1480 willbe
fully detailed by the members of the
Foreign Affairs and Banking Commit-
tees. Generally, the billincludes a ban
on new bank loans to the South Afri-
can Government, except those made
available for education, housing, or
health facilities open to all races; a
prohibition of sales of computers to
the South African Government; a ban
on new investment in South Africa;
and a prohibition against purchases of
gold coins minted or offered for sale
by South Africa, including the lounce
gold Krugerrand.

H.R. 1460 was jointly referred to
three House committees: the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs, the Committee
on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs, and the Committee on Rules.
The Foreign Affairs Committee re-
ported H.R. 1460 to the House on May
9, 1985; and by letter to the chairman
of the Rules Committee, the Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs Committee
indicated their willingness to proceed
with consideration of a rule for the
billin the absence of any markup in
their committee. The billwas consid-
ered by the Rules Committee on May
16, 1985, and favorably reported with-
out amendment.

The primary basis for jurisdiction of
H.R. 1460 by the Rules Committee re-
lates to procedures specified in section
6 of the bill for consideration of.cer-
tain joint resolutions provided for
under the bill. Pursuant to clause
l(q)(l) of rule X, the Committee on
Rules is vested with responsibility for
the "rules and joint rules ... and the
order of business of the House." The
committee also receives referral of all
bills and resolutions changing or af-
fecting the rules of the House. The
provisions in section 6 of H.R. 1460
have the effect of altering the rules of
the House and therefore fall within
the jurisdiction of the Rules Commit-
tee.

Section 6 of H.R. 1460 provides pro-
cedures by which the prohibitions
against investments in South Africa
and importation of gold coins may be
waived. Specifically, the provisions of
sections 4 and 5 of H,R. 1460 may be
waived if the President determines
that one or more of the eight condi-
tions enumerated in section 6 of the
billare satisfied. The President's de-

termination would have to be submit-
ted to Congress, and a joint resolution
approving the determination would
have to be passed by Congress before
the waiver would take effect.

By requiring a statutory affirmation
of the President's determination, these
provisions withstand the constitution-
al objections raised against legislative
veto provisions in the INS versus
Chadha Supreme Court decision. Sec-
tion 6, however, also provides proce-
dures for expedited consideration of
any joint resolution approving a Presi-
dential determination of compliance
with the provisions of the billby the
Government ofSouth Africa.

Mr.Speaker, the Rules Committee is
greatly concerned over the prolifera-
tion and variety of expedited proce-
dures being incorporated into legisla-
tion, often as a part of legislative veto
provisions. Section 6(c.)(l) ofH.R. 1460
provides that joint resolutions affirm-
ing such a Presidential determination
would be subject to a referral to the
appropriate committees of the House
and Senate. This is a general restate-
ment of the rules of the House, and
therefore not an issue of concern to
the Rules Committee.

Section 6(c)(2) provides that a com-
mittee to which a joint resolution has
been referred is discharged from fur-
ther consideration of the matter if the
measure is not reported at the end of
30 days. Mr.Speaker, while the Rules
Committee did not propose amend-
ments to this section of the bill,I
would note that it is the view of the
committee that the normal rules of
the House provide adequate proce-
dures for action on important and
time-sensitive matters.

Section 6(c)(3) of the bill seeks to
provide for expedited consideration of
the joint resolution on the House
floor. The language of section 6(c)(3)
recommends that the Rules Commit-
tee report a resolution providing for
immediate consideration of joint reso-
lutions required by the bill.This rep-
resents a departure from the standard
provision ofrules providing for consid-
eration of the billat any time after
the adoption of the resolution, subject
to the Speaker's discretion to schedule
such business.

Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee
has asserted jurisdiction over this leg-
islation, and reported the same, for
the purpose of expressing the Rules
Committee's continuing concern over
the cumulative effect of expedited
procedures, and the potential danger
which indiscriminate use of such pro-
cedures poses to the normal legislative
process. The committee therefore in-
tends to be active in reviewing the use
of expedited procedures which circum-
vent the normal rules of the House,
and Iwould urge my colleagues to
refer to the Rules Committee report
to accompany H.R. 1460 for a detailed
discussion of the issues we believe
must be addressed. Let me add, Mr.
Speaker, that the Rules Committee
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does appreciate the cooperation and
assistance of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee in working out an acceptable
agreement on this language for this
particular bill.

As a final comment on this issue, Mr.
Speaker, and in light of the comments
Ihave offered on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Rules, Iwould like to im-
press upon my colleagues that the
Rules Committee does not intend, in
reporting this rule for consideration
by the House, to establish any prece-
dent in connection with provisions
providing for expedited procedures for
consideration of measures in the
House. Rather, as Ihave already
noted, it is the intention of the Rules
Committee to give greater attention to
these provisions in the future.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 174
is an open rule that willprovide for
full and open consideration of H.R.
1460. AllMembers willhave an oppor-
tunity to offer amendments under the
5-minute rule, and the three substi-
tutes to the billwillbe offered at the
conclusion of the amending process. I
urge adoption of the rule and support
for H.R. 1460.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, Iyield
myself such time asImay consume.

(Mr. TAYLOR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 174 is an open rule under
which the House will consider legisla-
tion imposing economic sanctions on
South Africa.

The rule is designed to ease consider-
ation by offering the House a range of
choices on whether, and how, the
United States should use our laws to
influence the Republic of South
Africa to end to its policy of apartheid.

The rule also permits a open process,
under the 5-minute rule, for germane
amendments to the bill,H.R. 1460, as
reported from the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

The germaneness waiver allowed
under the rule applies only to three
specific substitutes that were printed
in the Record of May 16.

Mr.Speaker, the essence of this rule
is this: If the Congress is going to
interject itself into this area of our
foreign policy, at least we will have
three specific options to consider in
addition to the committee version.

The three substitutes made in order
by this rule are ones submitted by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Sil-
jander]; the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr.Gunderson]; and the gentle-
man from California [Mr.Dellums].

The rule sets up a fairly simple par-
liamentary procedure. First, there will
be 2 hours of general debate. The bill
reported from the Committee on For-
eign Affairs willbe the original text
for the purpose of amendments, and it
is open to any germane amendments
under the 5-minute rule.

After all germane amendments have
been disposed of, the three substitutes
will be taken up in order. Each of

these amendments has been given a
waiver of clause 7 of rule 16, because
they are not germane to the reported
bill.

Mr. Speaker, each of the three sub-
stitutes willbe given 1hour of debate
and they willnot be subject to amend-
ment. The rule provides what some
refer to as a king-of-the-hill approach
for the three substitutes, that is, the
last one to be adopted willbe the one
reported back to the House.

The rule guarantees the right of any
Member to demand a separate vote on
any amendment adopted in committee.
This right extends to any germane
amendments that may have been
adopted to the foreign affairs bill,or
the prevailing substitute should one of
the three be adopted.

Last, the rule provides one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, the rule is not nearly
as controversial as the legislation it
makes in order. Itis fair to the Mem-
bers who asked for permission to
submit alternatives to the billreported
from the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. Itis fair to all other Members,
since it allows for as their germane
amendments as well.

Mr. Speaker, there is no reason for
me to describe indetail the import and
export bans and the economic sanc-
tions imposed by this legislation on
the American people and on U.S. cor-
porations doing business with the Re-
public of South Africa.

Two of the sanctions suggested by
the Foreign Affairs Committee can be
waived by the President, if certain
social conditions are met. Since con-
gressional approval of these Presiden-
tial waivers would be necessary, con-
gressional delay would seem to be
something we want to avoid.

The billrequires approval of waivers
through passage of a joint resolution.
It also provides for automatic dis-
charge from committee, if such a reso-
lution isnot reported after 30 days. Up
to that point, the process is similar to
other legislative approval mechanisms.

Mr.Speaker, once a resolution is dis-
charged from a committee of jurisdic-
tion, it ought to come directly to the
floor as privileged.

The Foreign Affairs Committee has
concocted a process for these resolu-
tions that sidetracks them into the
hands of the Committee on Rules, be-
cause such a resolution would need a
special rule providing for floor consid-
eration.

Mr. Speaker, this billinterjects the
Rules Committee into what otherwise
would be an expedited procedure, and
Ican see no good reason for doing
that.

Mr. Speaker, whileIdo not oppose
this rule, the bill it makes in order
should be defeated on procedural
grounds alone.

Mr. Speaker, Ihave no requests for
time, and Iyield back the balance of
my time.

Mr.DERRICK. Mr.Speaker, Imove
the previous question on the resolu-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared tohave it.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that
a quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum isnot present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 414, nays
4, not voting 16, as follows:

[RollNo. 120]

YEAS-414
Ackerman Combest Gejdenson
Addabbo Conte Gekas
Akaka Conyers Gephardt
Alexander Cooper Gibbons
Anderson Coughlin Gilman
Andrews Courier Gingrich
Annunzio Coyne Glickrnan
Anthony Craig Gonzalez
Applegate Crockett Goodling
Archer Daniel Gordon
Armey Dannemeyer Gradison
Atkins Darden Gray (ID
AuCoin Daschle Gray (PA)

Badham Daub Green
Barnard Davis Gregg
Barnes de la Garza Grotberg
Bartlett DeLay Guarini
Barton Dellums Gunderson
Bateman Derrick Hall (OH)

Bates DeWine Hall, Ralph
Bedell Dickinson Hamilton
Beilenson Dicks Hammerschmidt
Bennett Dingell Hansen
Bentley DioGuardi Hartnett
Bereuter Dixon Hatcher
Berman Donnelly Hawkins
Bevill DGrgan (ND) Hayes
Biaggi Dornan (CA) Hefner
Bilirakis Dowdy Heftel
Bliley Downey Hendon
Boehlert Dreier Henry
Boggs Duncan Hertel
Boland Durbiñ Hiler
Boner (TN) Dwyer Hillis
Bonior (MI) Dymally Hopkins
Bonker Dyson Horton
Borski Early Howard
Bosco Eckart (OH) Hoyer
Boucher Eckert (NY) Hubbard
Boulter Edgar Huckaby
Boxer Edwards (CA) Hughes
Breaux Edwards (OK) Hunter
Brooks Emerson Hutto
Broomfield English Ireland
Brown (CA) Erdreich Jacobs
Brown (CO) Evans (IA) Jeffords
Broyhill Evans (ID Jenkins
Bruce Fascell Johnson
Bryant Pawell Jones (OK)
Burton (CA) Fazio Jones (TN)
Bustamante Feighan Kanjorski
Byron Fiedler Kaptur
Callahan Fields Kasich
Campbell Fish Kastenmeier
Carney Flippo Kemp
Carper Florió Kennelly
Carr Foglietta Kildee
Chandler .Foley Kleczka
Chappell Ford (MI) Kolbe
Chappie Ford (TN) Kolter
Cheney Fowler Kostmayer
Clay Frank Kramer
Clinger Franklin LaFalce
Coats Frenzel Lagomarsino
Cobey Frost Lantos
Coelho Fuqua Latta
Coleman (MO) Gallo Leach (IA)
Coleman (TX) Garcia Leath (TX)
Collins Gaydos Lehman (CA)
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Lehman (FL) O'Brien Smith (NE)

Leland Oakar Smith (NH)

Lent Oberstar Smith (NJ)

Levin (MI) Obey Smith, Denny
Levine (CA) Olin Smith, Robert
Lewis (FL) Ortiz Snowe
Lightfoot Owens Snyder
Lipinski Oxley Solarz
Livingston Packard Solomon
Lloyd Panetta Spence
Loeffler Parris Spratt
Long Pashayan St Germain
Lott Pease Staggers
Lowery (CA) Penny Stallings
Lowry.(WA) Pepper Stangeland
Lujan Perkins Stark
Luken Petri Stenholm
Lundine Pickle Stokes
Lungren Porter Stratton
Mack Price Studds
MacKay Pursell Sundquist
Madigan Quillen Sweeney
Mantón Rahall Swift
Markey Ray Swindali
Marlenee Regula Synar
Martin (ID Reid Tallón
Martinez Richardson Tauke
Matsui Ridge Tauzin
Mavroules Rinaldo Taylor
Mazzoli Ritter Thomas (CA)

MeCandless Roberts Thomas (GA)
McCloskey Robinson Torres
McCollum Rodino Torricelli,
McCurdy Roe Towns
McDade Roemer Trafleant
McEwen Rogers Traxler
McHugh Rose Udall
McKernan Rostenkowski Valentine
McKinney Roth Vander Jagt
McMillan Roukema Vento
Meyers Rowland (CT) Visclosky
Mica Rowland (GA) Voikmer
Michel Roybal Vucanovich
Mikulski Russo Walgren
Miller(CA) Sabo Walker
Miller(OH) Savage Watkins
Miller(WA) Saxton Waxman
Mineta Schaefer Weaver
Mitchell Scheuer Weber
Moakley Schneider Weiss
Molinari Schroeder Wheat
Mollohan Schulae Whitehurst
Monson Schumer Whitley
Montgomery Seiberling Whittaker
Moody Sensenbrenner Whitteh..
Moore . Sharp Wilson
Moorhead Shaw Wirth
Morrison (CT) Shelby Wise
Morrison (WA) Shumway Wolf
Mrazek Shuster Wolpe
Murphy Sikorski Wortley ¦

Murtha Siljander Wright
Myers Sisisky Wyden
Natcher Skeen Wylie
Neal Skelton Yates
Nelson Slattery Young (AK)
Nichols Slaughter Young (FL)
Nielson Smith (FL) Young (MO)
Nowak Smith (IA) Zschau

NAYS-4
Burton (IN) Kindness
Crane Stump

NOT VOTING—16
Aspin Lewis (CA) Schuette
Coble Martin (MY) Strang
Hall, Sam McCain Williams
Holt McGrath Yatron
Hyde Rangel
Jones (NO ; Rudd

G 1530

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was an-

nounced as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 174 and rule
XXlii,the Chair declares the House
in the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill.H.R. 1460.

? 1537
INTHECOMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for consideration of the bill,
H.R. 1460, to express the opposition of
the united States to the system of
apartheid in South Africa, and for
other purposes, withMr. be la Garza
in the chair.

The Clerk read the titleof the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the first reading of the billis dis-
pensed with.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Wolpe] willbe recog-
nized for 30 minutes, the gentleman
fromMichigan [Mr.Siljander] willbe
recognizes for 30 minutes, the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. Mitchell]
willbe recognized for 30 minutes, and
the gentleman fromOhio [Mr.Wylie]
willbe recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
fromMichigan [Mr.Wolpe].

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Iyield
myself such time as Imight consume.

Mr.WOLPE. Mr.Chairman, the leg-
islation that is before us today, the
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985, is the
product of the effort of many people,
and enjoys very broad bipartisan co-
sponsorship and support. ButIwant
to pay particular tribute to certain in-
dividuals whohave played an especial-
ly critical role in shaping and moving
this bill.Iam thinking of such Mem-
bers as my distinguished chairman,
the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Pas-
cell; the distinguished gentleman
fromMaryland, Mr.Mitchell;our dis-
tinguished colleague from the District
of Columbia, Mr. Fauntroy; the gen-
tleman from New York and the previ-
ous chairman of the Subcommittee on
Africa, Mr. Solarz; the chairman of
the Congressional Black Caucus, Mr.
Lelanb; my colleagues from Michigan,
Mr. Crockett and Mr. Conyers; our
distinguished colleagues from Califor-
nia, Mr.Dellums and Mr.Berman; the
gentleman from Louisiana, Mr.
Roemer; and the gentleman from New
York, Mr. Rangel. But one person de-
serves special mention, and that is the
principal sponsor of the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1985, our colleague from
Pennsylvania, Mr. Gray. It was Mr.
Gray who understood long before
most of us that the Congress was
ready to move beyond token measures
to take decisive action against apart-
heid. Itishis vision and determination
that have been critical at every point
of this legislative process. Finally, may
Ialso express my personal apprecia-
tion to the staff of the House Subcom-
mittee on Africa—to Anne Holloway,
Steve Weissman, Salih Booker, and
Mickey Harmon. No chairman could
be better served by a more competent
or a more dedicated staff. Mr. Chair-
man, the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985
offers this Congress an historic oppor-
tunity to redirect American policy
toward the apartheid regime of the

Republic of South Africa in a way that
will, at long last, be consistent with
American values and American nation-
al interests. We have an opportunity,
through this legislation, both to ad-
vance the struggle for political free-
dom for South Africa's disenfran-
chised and subjugated black majority,
and to make clear—not only to South
Africans but to the entire world—that
America stands not with the oppres-
sors but with those who are the vic-
timizedinSouth Africa. We willassert
through the passage of this legisla-
tion, that the American people under-
stand what their Government has
temporarily forgotten: The struggle in
South Africa is not between black and
white, but between those who wish
only to be free and those who would
deny their freedom. And in this strug-
gle for freedom, for liberation, for
human dignity, America cannot and
willnot remain neutral. We willaffirm
through our passage of this legislation
that Americans understand that the
struggle for freedom and justice in
South Africa cannot be separated
fromthe struggle for freedom and jus-
tice in the United States. The struggle
against apartheid in South Africa—is
part and parcel of the continuing
struggle against racism inAmerica.

When the Reagan administration
came into office, itproclaimed that, as
far as South Africa was concerned, it
had a new and better idea. The goals
of American foreign policy, we were
told, remained the same: Pressing for
an end to the system of institutional-
ized racism known as apartheid, and
getting South Africa to remove itself
from its illegal occupation of Namibia.
Only the means of achieving these

*
goals wouldchange.

However it was intended, itis clear
today that 4Vfe years of "constructive
engagement" with South Africa has
had some terribly destructive conse-
quences—not only for the process of
change in South Africa itself but for
American interests as well. Not only
has repression within South Africa
sharply intensified, but South Africa
remains in Namibia, in open defiance
of the international community and of
international law, and has engaged in
a campaign of aggression and destabi-
lization directed at almost all of its
neighboring states. During the past 4
years South Africa has occupied
Angola, it has launched brutal raids
into Lesotho and Mozambique, it has
supported insurgencies in Mozambique
and Angola, it has attempted to over-
throw the Government of the Sey-
chelles, and it has- sought to destabi-
lizeZimbabwe.

This is what "constructive engage-
ment" has wrought. And we should
not be surprised by this disastrous
turn of events. For what was signaled
by the Reagan administration's "con-
structive engagement" policy is that
the Afrikaaner regime would have a
much freer hand to do what they\
will—both internally and in the
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region. The administration has made
it clear to white and black South Afri-
cans alike that there would be no re-
sponse from the American side, no
cost imposed on the South African-
American relationship—no matter how
repressive the regime became or how
much aggression it launched against
its regional neighbors.

It is true that administration offi-
cials have continued to verbally con-
demn apartheid, and to call on South
Africa to remove itself from Namibia.
But against a backdrop of expanded
commerical relationships and closer
military and nuclear cooperation, such
protests have sounded very hollow
indeed. The harsh truth is that

*
'con-

structive engagement" has led the
entire world tobelieve that the United
States has decided to accommodate
itself to apartheid. "Constructive en-
gagement/ rather than facilitating a
process of nonviolent political change
inSouth Africa, has had the perverse
consequence of adding to the repres-
sion and to the violence. Ithas led the
Afrikaaners to conclude that, with a
few cosmetic changes here and there,
they will be able to retain their eco-
nomically critical links to the United
States and the international communi-
ty without altering the system of
apartheid in any fundamental way. Is
it any wonder that the Afrikaaner
regime takes enormous satisfaction
from "constructive engagement/*
while the 85 percent of the South Af-
rican population that is not white
finds in American policy only disillu-
sionment and despair?

There are still some apologies for
the South African regime who contin-ue to insist that things are changing
for the better in South Africa, and
that we need to remain patient and
constructively engaged. Recent consti-
tutional changes creating separate leg-
islatures for the Asian and colored
populations, and recent pledges to
abolish the Mixed Marriages and Im-
mortality Acts, are cited by adminis-
tration spokesmen as evidence of fun-
damental change in South Africa. But
what these claims ignore is that these
recent initiatives are designed to
strengthen, not weaken, the political
structure of apartheid and white domi-
nation by making itmore palatable do-
mestically and internationally. While
legal bans on interracial marriage and
sex are to be removed, the Govern-
ment has simultaneously reiterated
that the pillars of the apartheid
system: The Group Areas Act, the
Separate Amenities Act, the Popula-
tion Classification Act, and the sepa-
rate Education Acts are all tobe main-
tained.

What apologies for the South Afri-
can regime conveniently ignore is that
repression in South Africa continues
unabated as does the economic impov-
erishment of the black population.
The statistics are staggering:

Over 300 blacks have been killed
since last September, largely by brutal

police action in response to anti-
apartheid protests;

Inone recent episode, during a non-
violent funeral procession, at least 17
blacks were shot in the back by South
Africanpolice;
In1984 there were more detentions

without charges under South African
security laws—over I,loo—than in any
year since the 1976-77 Soweto upris-
ing;

In 1984, the Government renewed
the national ban on outdoor meetings,
expanded restrictions on indoor meet-
ings, banned the nonviolent United
Democratic Front and 28 other organi-
zations from holding meetings in cer-
tain areas, and charged 17 UDF lead-
ers—including 4 trade union leaders—
withhigh treason;
In the last 4 months, over 21,000

workers have been firedforpolitical or
economic strikes. Many of these work-
ers are being deported to their so-
called homelands. And, according to
the AFLr-CIO, 21 labor leaders remain
indetention.

Since 1960, 3.5 million blacks have
been forcibly removed from their
homes and deported to the "home-
lands/* and another 1.5 million are
scheduled for further removal.

Between 1980 and 1982, arrests for
pass law violations doubled to 206,000.

The announcment just a short while
ago that the Kwundebele "homeland*
willbecome "independent" in1986 will
bring to five the number ofhomelands
designated by Pretoria that willhave
been brought to nominal "independ-
ence" since 1976. Thus, the number of
Africans deprived of their South Afri-
can citizenship willrise from 8 million
today to more than 9 million—over 40
percent of the black African popula-
tion.

As for the claims for economic and
social progress in South Africa» let it
be noted that in the last 20 years eco-
nomic and social conditions of the vast
majority of South African blacks have
drastically worsened. According to the
Carnegie Foundation's ongoing en-
quiry:

The number made destitute by land-
lessness and unemployment rose from
250,000 to 1,43 million between 1960
and 1980;

The number living below a very
minimal poverty line but having some
income increased from 4.9 to 8.9 mil-
lion during these years;

Fully one-fourth of allblack women
in South Africa live apart from their
husbands because of influx control
regulations;

The average per capita income of
the relatively better-off urban blacks
is stillonly 18 pecent of that of whites;
and

The Government spends eight times
as much per capita on the education of
white students as itdoes on the educa-
tionofblack students.

Mr. Chairman, it is against this
backdrop that today's debate on the
Antiapartheid Actof 1985 takes place.
Let us understand clearly what apart-
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held represents. Let us resist the
temptation to see progress where
there is none, to substitute the wish
for the reality. Who among us would
give up our place in this world to live
in that of South Africa if our skins
were black? Who among us would wish
to submit to the daily indignity of car-
rying a piece of paper, bearable on
demand, that controls every aspect of
our lives? Who among us would be
content to see our families separated
from us by law in order to satisfy dra-
conian rules of economic supply and
demand? Who among us would toler-
ate almost total impoverishment when
around us a tiny minority possessed all
political rights and an abundance of
material wealth as a consequence of
our servitude? Who among us would
be willing to live and exist in such an
inhuman environment? Finally, who
amongst us is comfortable with the
knowledge that much of the world
today sees the United States as an ac-
complice to apartheid?

Mr. Chairman, today we begin the
important process of disassociating
ourselves from the horrendous apart-
heid regime of South Afirca. Passage
of the Antiapartheid Act of 1985 will
send a powerful message to that
regime that the American people will
no longer tolerate official U.S. Gov-
ernment acquiesence to apartheid. We
willno longer extend legitimacy to a
government that forces its ownpeople
into an exile within their own country.
Rhetoric can no longer suffice in the
face of such grave injustice and gross
violation of state authority against a
people who merely seek what we all
seek— equal political, economic and
social rights before the law. American
national interests, together with the
deeply held commitments to social jus-
tice and political freedom that define
what it means to be an American,
compel us to legislate a response that
willmatter. This is our charge today,
and our witness as Americans of di-
verse faiths, beliefs and racial back-
grounds who care about the future of
an interdependent world.

D 1540

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, willthe
gentleman yield tome?

Mr. WOLPE. Iyield to the gentle-
man fromNew York.

Mr. WIESS. Ithank the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Africa for yielding tome.
Iwant to commend him onhis state-

ment andIam proud to joinwithhim
insupporting this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, Irise today too and
my voice once again to the growing
chorus of Americans across the coun-
try—many of them Members of this
body—who have spoken out in one
form or another against the continu-
ing violence and oppression of apart-
heid inSouth Africa.

The list of transgressions committed
by the South African Government
against blacks is lengthly and shame-
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ful.But as Elie Wiesel has pointed out,
the most dreadful aspect of South Af-
rica's racial laws is that they are the
law. The law in South Africa is unlaw-
ful. Wiesel said, "When the law itself
becomes criminal, its authors are
doubly criminal they deprive their vic-
tims of the basic right granted to all
human beings: recourse to justice."
Apartheid is the codification of injus-
tice and deliberate disregard for
human rights.

Recently, the South African Govern-
ment has asserted that changes are oc-
curing that will move the country
closer to a just society. But these
changes are merely cosmetic and have
been accompanied by an escalation in
violence and repression of blacks.
They have done nothing to change the
agony and despair of being a black
South African.

More than 250 blacks have been
killed and nearly 1,000 injured at the
hands of the South African police and
military since August 1984. About
3,000 have been detained since last
August, many of them children and
teenagers. More than 200 are still
being held.

Meanwhile, the Reagan administra-
tion presses on with its wornout policy
of constructive engagement— a policy
that has proven too patient and too
accommodating to effect any positive
changes in South Africa's racism; a
policy which is an embarrassment to
the United States, As Randall Robin-
son, outspoken critic of apartheid and
leader of the Free South Africa Move-
ment, has said, "constructive engage-
ment cannot be a policy option to any
American administration which ac-
cepts the right of black South Africa
to fullenfranchisement and self-deter-
mination."

In short, constructive engagement
has failed. Itamounts to collaboration
with racial supremacy and oppression.
It is in part because of the failure of
constructive engagement that he sanc-
tions in the Anti-Apartheid Act must
become law.

The United States, as a democracy
and as the most affluent and powerful
nation in the world, has a moral re-
sponsibility toward South African
blacks to do everything possible to al-
leviate the injustice of their lives.

WThen enacted, these sanctions will
clearly demonstrate to the South Afri-
can Government and to South African
blacks that the United States is no
longer neutral, that we expect political
enfranchisement and respect for the
human rights of allSouth Africans.

The sanctions in H.R. 1460 prohibit
new investment by U.S. firms doing
business in South Africa, ban new
bank loans to the government, prohib-
it the sale of computers that help the
government enforce apartheid con-
trols, and ban the sale of South Afri-
can gold Krugerrands.

South Africa depends heavily on for-
eign investments, bank loans, and the
sale of Krugerrands for its economic
security. John Vorster, a former South

African Prime Minister, said, "Each
trade agreement, each bank loan, each
new investment is another brick in the
wall of our continued existence." The
prohibitions in H.R. 1460 willshake
the foundations of this wall. Through
economic sanctions we have the hope
of gaining the necessary leverage to
force negotiations between Pretoria
and black South African leadership to
head off full-scale violence and blood-
shed.

The time to move against apartheid
is now. The vehicle is the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1985. The House has
passed virtually this entire billin the
last Congress as amendments to other
legislative measures. We have the op-
portunity today to vote for the sepa-
rate amendments shaped into one self-
standing bill.Iurge my colleagues to
give their overwhelming support to
H.R. 1480 as a demonstration of the
willof America to topple the wallof
apartheid.

Mr. ADDABBO.Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLPE. Iyield to the gentle-
man fromNew York.

(Mr. ADDABBO asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
wouldlike to add my voice to those of
my colleagues in condemnation of the
system of apartheid that now exists in
South Africa and in full support of
this legislation—lcommend the gen-
tleman forMichigan [Mr.Wolpe], and
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
Mitchell] for bringing up this impor-
tant legislation.
Ithas long been my contention that

the greatest failing of American for-
eign policy in the post-World War II
period, has been our shortsighted posi-
tion of supporting any government, no
matter how repressive, as long as it
says itis anti-Communist.

Of course our primary foreign policy
objective must be the containment of
communism and stopping the spread
of Soviet influence. But for too long
our policies have had precisely the op-
posite effect.

Once and for all it is time for this
country to take its head out of the
sand and recognize that the policy of
constructive engagement has failed.
Our efforts at friendly persuasion
have not produced one single reform
in that abhorrent system worth men-
tioning. In fact it is difficult to open a
newspaper or turn on the television
without seeing evidence that the
regime has become bolder in its racist
policies. *
It is time for us to declare that

apartheid is inimical to everything
this country stands for. We have
learned from bitter experience what
can result when we refuse to face up
to evil that exists around us. The
blood of innocent people has already
begun to flow in South Africa. Icall
on the President and the Congress to
act now before even one more drop is
spilled.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Ire-
serve the balance ofmy time.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as Imay con-
sume.

(Mr. SILJANDER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman,
not too long afeo, Istood in this well
and engaged in our first dealing with
the apartheid issue. The amendment I
offered then was to make mandatory
the Sullivan principles for our own
Embassy inSouth Africa.

Mr.Chairman, Iam happy to report
that under unanimous consent, the
House did adopt that amendment.
However, that is just a beginning of a
long-term, protracted engagement to
force the Government of South Africa
to change their vicious policy of apart-
heid in their country. The system of
apartheid separates workers from
their families, it denies democratic
rule to the legitimate majority, it con-
signs many to poverty, itdenies blacks
freedom of internal travel, provides
for forcible removal of people from
their homes, and basically denies
human rights to the majority.

This, in my opinion, Mr. Chairman,
damages the reputation of the Repub-
lic of South Africa and helps contrib-
ute to the instability of the entire
region. Apartheid runneth against the
principles of civilizednations.
It debases human dignity and is ob-

viously repugnant to U.S. values. Our
policy must be to oppose vehemently
the apartheid system inSouth Africa,
especially through peaceful diplomatic
means and, if necessary, through en-
actment of appropriate laws.

When Ivisited South Africa,Ien-
gaged in conversation with many of
the black and white leaders of that
country. Itis incredible forus to think
in America, where we enjoy such won-
derful freedoms of travel, speech, con-
gregation, organization, that in that
country, if you happen to be black,
you are required under their pass laws
to hold an internal passport of sorts
and are required, in order to travel to
certain cities within that country, a
stamp by the government, approval
just for mobility between one commu-
nity and another.

There is also a policy that attempts
to set aside 20 percent of the land for
homeland for 80 percent of the major-
ity,and 20 percent minority would use
80 percent of the land. The blacks
oppose this homeland policy, and so
should the Congress.

The Immorality Act suggests that
one cannot have relationships with
the opposite race. And the MixedMar-
riages Act would suggest that a black
and a white cannot marry. These laws
are ludicrous and need to be changed.
Ifyou happen to be black, a black can
be detained in any place at any time
for any period of time from 1hour to
3 or 4 months without communicating
with that person's spouse or family,
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and oftentimes they do not know their
whereabouts,

Is it a problem? Eighteen million
blacks have been arrested forpass law
violations since its inception. There
are many other problems in South
Africa. That just highlights what I
consider, Mr. Chairman, to be some of
the central problems. Also, in talking
with the white government majority,
in the government leadership, Idid
notice something interesting, however,
and if there is any glimmer of opti-
mism or hope, as small as it might be,
Ithink at least in 1985, the static con-
ditions are beginning to shift and
change a bit, a little bit.

D 1550
President Botha said that "blacks

should be involved in the political
process/* Well, so what? But this state-
ment is a significant change of mind
and philosophy compared to what it
was only a decade ago.

There has been a 180-degree shift in
South Africa, from just 6 months ago.
There seems to be a slow, building mo-
mentum gathering towrard significant
attitude change in South Africa.
There is a shift of rhetoric by the
leadership, and there are changes of
policies underway that were not there
even 6 months ago.

We should seize the breakage of this
position of frozen dogma to help accel-
erate change. Some of the examples
since 1977: Trade and labor unions are
beginning to flourish, and Imean
black trade and black labor unions.
The policy ofblacks being only tempo-
rary workers has changed, and now
blacks are recognized as permanent.
The Mixed Marriages and Immorality
Acts are in the process of being abol-
ished. Group areas, influx control and
detention laws are at least on the
agenda for change by President Botha.

NowIwant to emphasize, and please
hear me out: These changes are insig-
nificant relative to the human suffer-
ing and the plight of blacks in that
country. They are insignificant in the
specifics of change and human
thought, but they are significant in
the change of mindset and attitude
among whites. That is what Iconsider
important.

Infact, we are seeing this hard line
and this Afrikaner mindset beginning
to see the reality of needing to move
off dead center and recognize the need
for change.

Now we must press, with the great-
est vigor and positive influence possi-
ble to help accelerate that change.
How can we do that?

Well, there are two bills, as Isee it,
that are important: There is the Gray
approach and the Siljander approach.
They both deal withpresent business.
Let us analyze what the various bills
do with present business? The Gray
approach does nothing with present
business. However our approach ex-
pands the influence that has instigat-
ed change; in the form of requiring all
present business to conform to the full

extent— not a modified version, but
the fullextent of the Sullivan princi-
ples; that has contributed $100 mil-
lion, to black education, black scholar-
ships, housing, and health.
Ithas helped put 120,000 blacks to

work learning skills, earning promo-
tions in desegregated American com-
panies. The Sullivan principles can
help prepare blacks to effectively chal-
lenge apartheid.

Industrialization and urbanization
has doomed the Afrikaners* vision of
apartheid and separation and domi-
nance. The soft underbelly of apart-

heid is obvious. The government, the
white minority, is now dependent on
the black work force. They are three-
quarters of the work force and 50 per-
cent of the skilled work force. The
growing labor union influence cannot
be discounted.

We need to help promote what will
create real change and not stagnation.
We need to contribute to the black
economic leverage for change.
Iwould like to read a quote from

Colin Eglin, who is a, member of the
South African Parliament.

"
He is

white, but he is national chairman of
the Progressive Federalist Party. They
are the party that opposes apartheid.

He says, andIquote:

These forces that increase the economic
muscle [meaning, like the Sullivan princi-
ples] of black South Africans so that they
are in a stronger position to bargain for
their rights and fight for their liberation, It
is these forces that promote peaceful
change from within South Africa that must
be strengthened and encouraged.

Iwould also like to quote from Chief
Gatsha Buthelezi, of the Zulu Nation.
He says:
Ifail to see those who agree with this

statement can possibly talk about effective
economic isolation. Isolation willbring stag-

nation to the economy and perhaps even de-
stroy its growth base. Itis the circumstance
of a rapidly changing and expanding econo-
my where the independence of black and
white is vastly increased. That is propensity
ofthis country.

How do we deal with new business?
Let's look at the two bills? Mr. Gray

of Pennsylvania eliminates, without
real achievable qualifications, all new
business in South Africa. Mr. Siljan-
der, on the other hand, does some-
thing different. We say to new Ameri-
can businesses: You cannot enter
South Africa unless you are willing to
sign fullcompliance with the Sullivan
principles. The very things we have
talked about to help contribute to
change.

So ifyou want to go to South Africa,
expanfl business or create new busi-
ness, then contribute to changes that
have helped the oppressed black ma-
jorityin that country.

Funding the process ourselves is an-
other important aspect. How do we en-
courage self-determination? Will we
put our money where our mouth is?

Now here is a conservative talking, a
fiscal conservative. The Gray bill, in
terms of dealing with assisting blacks
inscholarship, housing, and education»

does nothing, Our bill, increases the
human rights fund to $2 million.Black
scholarships, which are now nonexist-
ent, will get $15 million.National En-
dowment for Democracy, $1.5 million,
and we allow OPIC a variance from
banning their involvement in South
Africa to cooperate with black cooper-
ative business ventures.

These are positive approaches that
help contribute to change. Ibelieve
that systematically applying pressure
in a positive emphasis is what we need
to strive for.

Now how do we keep up the pres-
sure? How do the two bills kee*p the
pressure up for change in South
Africa?

Gray cuts off business loans» Krug-
gerrands, computers, and expects
major changes on eight points. Our
billforces positive influence, as Isaid,
by making new business and existing
business conform to a positive change
in the Sullivan code.

Second, we give extensive revenues
to help them to change.

Third, we establish a commission
that, over a 3-year period, would
report to Congress at 6-month inter-
vals on seven points of apartheid;
many of the same ones that Gray out-
lined. These points are the basic core
that make up that abhorrent system
of apartheid: The group areas act,
influx control and pass laws, detention
laws, and others.

If,at the end of those 3 years, the
commission decides that there has not
been significant change in these cru-
cial areas, the essence of the system of
apartheid, then the commission can
recommend sanctions to the U.S. Con-
gress.
Ithink that 3 years, considering the

change and the movement of attitude
and philosophy, is appropriate. Ithink
it is fair.Three years is not too long to
wait. We here on this floor the ongo-
ing need to avoid violence and to work
toward productive change, and Iagree,
and that is why we should give all
peaceful change, peaceful opportuni-
ties, and options a chance.

The issue is not really whether
apartheid should be eliminated. That
is not the issue here today. Ido think
everyone in this Chamber at least
would admit that they support change
in South Africa. Certainly this
Member would not consume all of this
time ifIdidnot believe personally and
intimately, faithfully, and deeply that
that terrible system needs to be
changed.

What we disagree on is the process
of encouraging and forcing and
prompting that change.

Now there are four major points to
the Gray bill.Iwonder just how effec-
tive they are.

The first thing the Gray bill does,
essentially, is ban computer sales.
Well, come on in, Japan. Japan will
simply fillthe void; they have done so
since 1976. Their market in South
Africa in computers has increased 206
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percent. So what good will that do
pressuring South Africa, to allow
japan, as opposed to the United
States, to sell them the computers?

Second, bank loans to the govern-

ment will be banned. So without a
Gray bill, without any bills of Con-
gress, the loans to the Government of
South Africa from American banks
have already been cut inhalf, and that
50-percent figure is growing each and
every day.

The New York Times reports that
virtually all American banks and
major banks have stopped lending to
the government and its agencies, al-
ready.

Citicorp, J.P. Morgan Sz Co., and
NCNB Corp., have adopted policies
prohibiting loans to the public sector;
and the Government Relations Coun-
cilof the American Bankers Associa-
tion, in an unusual move—says the
New York Times—passed a resolution
earlier this month encouraging banks
not to lend to the government or its
agencies, and to lend to the private
sector only.

D 1600

So without the Gray billand with-
out this bank provision, this system of
pressure is already underway. Let me
ask another question. Ihave heard in
committee, when we have debated this
bill,the arguments are usually retort-
ed: "Well, we have to isolate ourselves
from a nation who practices the evils
of apartheid/ Hear, hear; but this
does not break away from the nation
that practices apartheid. The loans
are not banned to the private sector,
just the public sector. Why not go all
the way ifwe are so interested iniso-
lating ourselves?

Krugerrands, for example. Is that
going to apply pressure on the third
point of the Gray bill? For each $350
in krugerrands, $49 goes to a black
family, and 40 cents goes to the South
African Government. What in the
world will that do to help encourage
the government but devastate the very
people we are attempting to help: The
black majority who are oppressed.

Let us keep these statistics in mind.
Every black worker, especially in the
gold mines of South Africa, feeds at
least 6 to, some say up to 10 other
mouths besides their own. InLesotho
alone, 65 percent of the GNP comes
from South Africa, and 51 percent of
that GNP figure is from gold mining
alone. Lesotho is not a country that
involves itself in apartheid.

Why not go all the way withchromi-
um, manganese, vanadium, platinum,
and gold bullion? Ifwe are really seri-
ous about disassociating ourselves
from the issue of apartheid in South
Africa, then let us not be halfway
about it;let us go all the way.

Now,Ipersonally would not support
that approach, but whatIam trying
to point out is that these halfway
measures are not effective and willnot
be effective topromote change.

The last and fourth point of the bill:
No new business. Well, you might as
well say, why not just disinvest all to-
gether—and we have a chance to vote
on that today yet. We have a chance
to vote on that today yet. No new busi-
ness. So what? We have disinvestment
now without a Gray billor a Siljander
billor a Dellums substitute. We have
disinvestment now.
Imentioned that bank loans have

been cut in half. Six States, 24 cities
have passed resolutions divesting.
Forty universities and eleven corpora-
tions are saying they are pulling out.
Major corporations are leaving. They
say, "The political instability ofSouth
Africa and inWashington is too much
forus."

Already, these universities, for ex-
ample, have sold $300 million in
stocks. The stock and bond value, cor-
porately, of all that Ihave mentioned
is $1.5 billion.Not much for us, but
significant for an economy the size of
South Africa. We already have nearly
20 sanctions now around the world
from arms sales and energy sales in
South Africa. We have not seen a lot
of change as a result.
Iargue that ifdisinvestment is going

to pressure the government to change,
well, it has. The reality of disinvest-
ment without the fact of laws forcing
it has jarred the government to a
point where they are willing to
change; the worldpressure isbuilding.
American pressure is building, and I
believe, as Isaid earlier, that change
of mindand thought is underway.
Ihave another concern after meet-

ing with the white leadership of that
country. Could disinvestment and/or
sanctions force the government into a
harder line than the hard line now
that we see softening? Remember
power is important to any political
leader. The white African leadership
do have a constituency, and if their
people perceive that they are changing
their form of government because of
outside pressure, from a Gray, a Sil-
jander, a Dellums, or a Gunderson,
they willkick their own people out of
office.

The reality is that whites run that
country; the reality is that whites vote
for the whites, and they are self-pres-
ervationists. They are not going to
give up their power. It could force
them to an isolationist corner which
could end the softening process that
has begun.
Iwould like to read another quote

from Chief Gatsla Buthelezi of the
Zulu Nation. He says,

We have to shape events in our own
chosen direction. We have to fashion our so-
ciety after the models that we ourselves
emulate. Not outside forces.

What Siljander is trying fo do is
contribute to positive inside change,
incorporating change by positive
movement from the outside.

Our bill,Ifeel, recognizes that bal-
ance of imposing outside change to
strengthening within, which Ithink is
a positive alternative. With these

major elements of apartheid at least
on the docket for potential consider-
ation: Detention laws, Group Areas
Act, influxcontrol pass laws—should it
not be better to encourage change in-
ternally rather than force the dogmat-
ic line even harder?

The last point, Mr. Chairman, that
economic sanctions, or disinvestment I
think in the end result willbe a vio-
lent solution. Itwillbe a violent solu-
tion, and Isaid earlier that we have
heard countless speeches on the floor,
we now have our Nicaragua and Iran.
Why do we have to push toward a vio-
lent solution? Let us do all we can in a
peaceful way before we resort to vio-
lenee¿

Placing economic hardships on the
already oppressed black minority is
fostering an environment of revolu-
tion. What are the alternatives for
blacks if we disinvest or begin divest-
ing out of South Africa? What lever-
age is left for us? What alternatives
are left for the blacks, especially if we
force the Afrikaaners into a hardline
corner? Three hundred and fiftythou-
sand legal workers from other coun-
tries work in South Africa,and 1.5 mil-
lion,feeding again the 6-to-l or 10-to-l
ratio, undermines the development of
poor countries around that region.

South Africa has the seventh largest
army in the world. Oh, yes, let it go to
revolution; force the Afrikaaners into a
radical corner, and what is the alterna-
tive? Revolution. Whose blood willbe
flowing down the sewers of Johannes-
burg and Soweto and Crossroads? It
willnot be white blood; it willbe black
blood that willbe flowing down the
sewers after a violent revolution
ensues against a devastatingly strong
and powerful army.

We need to use our great influence
to help the advancement ofblacks; not
the destruction. Now, the people there
do not want disinvestment. Are they
interested in sanctions? No. A poll
taken, now granted there has been
criticism of the poll, but Iwould urge
those that criticize the poll to read
very specifically and very carefully ex-
actly how the pollwas done and taken,
and Ithink they willfindunequivoca-
bly that it was taken ina fairmanner.

Seventy-five percent of the blacks in
South Africa said they oppose disin-
vestment. An additional 10 percent
said that ifSullivan were made man-
datory, then they would oppose disin-
vestment. Now we are up to 85 per-
cent. And 5V2 percent said they did not
care one way or the other or had no
opinion. That is 90.5 percent saying
they are either against disinvestment
or would be against it if Sullivan were
mandatory or just did not care one
way or the other. So give it 10 percent
variance either way, andIjust do not
see why we are forcing something on a
community who does not seem to sup-
port it.

By the way, if the blacks in South
Africa are really so energetic about
disinvestment, why do they not walk
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off their jobs in a general strike. Let
them disinvest themselves from the
system. Itis easy for us in our com-
fortable abodes and fullstomachs and
$74,550-a-year salaries and a beautiful
Members* dining room and a cloak
room; it is easy for us to say, "Spill
your blood; lose your jobs; do not feed
the rest of the families; let the rest of
the countries around rot, because we
know this is for your betterment and
for the future."

D 1610
Itis easy for us to sit here and tell

someone else to sacrifice. Iwould
submit to you it seems pretty clear
that the people there are not going to
sacrifice as much as we want them to.
More violence does not help. More vio-
lence will not soften the Afrikaner
government.

Last, Mr. Chairman, how in the
world would it help ifwe disinvested
completely, or the sanctions are so
severe that our American firms are
crippled and have to leave, and the
South African Government national-
izes the firms, kicks out the blacks
who have been moving up in manage-
ment mobility and puts in white Afri-
kaners after nationalization? How in
the world does that help in the plight
of the blacks?

Mr. Chairman, Ithink it is clear
that if we expect change in South
Africa, we should stand up against
apartheid, but we should stand up
against apartheid in a positive, effec-
tive way,not ina way that willhinder
effective and dynamic change in that
horrible apartheid system.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Siljander] has
consumed 26 minutes.

The Chair has been advised that we
willproceed with the hour of general
debate between the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr.Wolpe] and the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. Siljander]
and then proceed with the additional
hour.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Iyield
myself such time asImay consume.

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman fromMichigan yield?

Mr. WOLPE. Iyield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

(Mr. RITTER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)•Mr. RITTER. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, my constituent, Mrs.
Dorothy Roth, is an American with
South African roots, family roots, still
in South Africa. She has shared her
feelings withme ina recent letter.
Iwould like to share those feelings

and that letter withmay colleagues as
we move toward a vote on the issue of
America's best role inbringing change
inSouth Africa.

Mrs. Roth's personal knowledge of
the problem, her extraordinary sensi-
tivity, her alarm, are worthy of my
colleagues' consideration. Iwill be
sending a Congressional Record copy

of Dorothy Roth's letter to each
Member of the House. Iurge you to
please find the time to read it.

The letter follows:
Allentown, PA,

May 16,1985.
Hon. Don Ritter,
Washington, DC.

Dear Congressman Hitter: Friday, May
3rd, our local newspaper, The Morning Call,
headlined the following: "Panel backs sanc-
tions against South Africa."
Iread with alarm that the Democratic

controlled House Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee voted 29-6 to impose new economic sanc-
tions against South Africa and its system of
racial apartheid. Italso wants to suspend
the sale of American computers and shut
offimports of the South African gold coin—
the Kruger Rand.

My question to them is, What do they
hope to accomplish? And whom do they
wish to help?

Ifthe answer is to do away withapartheid
Idoubt their action's effectiveness. Ifitis to
help the racially oppressed blacks improve
their lot,Ihave to tell them their proposed
sanctions willdo the reverse.

From last year till today there has been a
shocking economic upheaval in South
Africa. Ifeel the happenings there tran-
scend apartheid. Itmay even affect the sur-
vival of blacks and whites. Iam very con-
cerned, hence this letter to you.
Iam from South Africa. Imet my hus-

band, Saul, in 1942 when his troopship, the
S.S. Brazil was the first U.S. convoy to sail
into Cape Town harbour. We corresponded
for five years while he served in the China,
Burma, India theatre of war. In 1947 we
were married inWilkes Barre, Pennsylvania.

Iam a very proud American, the mother
of two daughters; one an Orthopedic Sur-
geon, the other, a doctor of Psychology. I
am a painter, potter and sculptor and
writer. Ithank God for all the wonderful
opportunities Ihave enjoyed in this fabu-
lous country and daily look for ways to be
involved and say, "Thank You America".

Since 1947 Ihave made several return
trips toSouth Africa. The past seven years I
have made anpual trips of six weeks dura-
tion to be with my aged mother. When Ide-
planed in Johannesburg this February, en
route to Cape Town,Iwas shocked to learn
about South Africa's horrendous economic
problems, whichbegan with businesses deal-
ing with America and Europe that failed to
insure themselves against the fluctuation of
the dollar. This had a domino effect on
others. While there fifteen bankruptcies a
day were listed in the press., Some of the
folded giants were famliar names to me,
some personal friends. Exacerbating the sit-
uation were the abnormally high interest
charges, 28% to excellent accounts, 32% to
others. Shopping Malls, fabric manufactur-
ing plants and other businesses suddenly
closed. And builders of luxury apartments
viewed with alarm their unsold condomin-
iums, situated on the choicest waterfront lo-
cations, which last year, would have been
fought over!

When Ivisited South Africa last year, the
Rand was worth one dollar and nineteen
cents. Itdropped to 42 cents when Iarrived
this year. Itsince has risen to 50 cents.

Blacks and whites are victimized by this
economic upheaval. While apartheid is ob-
scene, repulsive, any adjective one wants to
use, Iknow that unemployment and the
fear of hunger, of helplessness and hope-
lessness, at this point in time are more cen-
tral to the lives ofthe blacks.

The oppressive apartheid laws have, for
years, been of great concern to many South
Africans businessmen, professionals, most of
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its citizenry. They see the crippling, stifling
ill-effects the myriad injustices to blacks
cause industry. Ithampers South Africa's
progress. Italso is a terrible drain on their
economy.

South Africans welcome the prescence of
foreign and American investors with their
Rev. Leon Sullivan human dignity guide-
lines. They are concerned with the demoral-
izing guilt apartheid causes the whites, the
escalation of drug and alcohol abuse. They
are affected by the brain drain by their sons
and daughters leaving their beautiful coun-
try because of apartheid. Many don't enjoy
being regarding the world's pariahs.

During the past years there have been
moves toward changes in the apartheid
laws. Too slow for many, too fast forothers.
For me, the most significant, the abolition
of the Mixed Marriages act and Ted Kop-
pel's Nightline broadcasts in South Africa.
Watching extreme right and left debate
apartheid issues on the same screen was an
historic breakthrough.

Another reason for writing is my need to
tell American protesters their voices have
been heard in South Africa, that they now
should retrench and permit the South Afri-
can government to effect further changes

without outside pressures. My fear is that
the pressures of American idealogues, sans
facts of present conditions, willcause irrep-
arable damage to South Africa's blacks and
whites. That in their zeal for changes they
will destroy the country for blacks and
whites. And once Humpty Dumpty is de-
stroyed who will put him back together
again? Who is putting Zambia and Zim-
babwe back together again?

The blacks with whomIspoke, those who
have jobs and homes, don't want unrest.
They abhore the humiliating apartheid laws
but prefer life in South Africa to that in
neighbouring countries. They share the fear
of the whites when they read and hear
American students and other scream 'Divest
Now!' Because divestiture to South Africans
means no jobs for thousands. Itmeans pov-
erty and hunger and death. Iam convinced
that much of the stimulous for the recent
uprisings in the Cape Province and due to
fear of hunger and their survival needs.

Senator Kennedy helped no one with his
recent visit. He antagonized whites and
blacks. The blacks felt he disrupted things
without effecting changes for the better and
the whites objected to his anti-government
stance. The general feelings were that his
interests were more the American voter
than helping to create building blocks for
change. As a Democrat, who always respect-
ed Senator Kennedy, Iwas upset with the
negative remarks people made to me about
his visit.
Ifeel the underlying problem with apart-

heid is fear, fear for the stranger in their
midst, the black person and his numbers.
Today there are approximately 22 million
blacks (not counting Indians and Cape Co-
loureds). The projection for the year 2000 is
for 80 million. This is an emotional problem.
Intellectual debates and present remedies
do not work. One man, one vote, willmean
an end to South Africa the way we know it.
The questions that enter my head was: Will
her strategically important ports, her
wealth of mineral deposits and other assets
be available to America inthe future? South
Africans looked up to America, enjoyed free
trade withour country. Will this be able to
continue? Will the cries and screams from
American campuses effect meaningful
changes without destroying what is? Many
personal fears flood the mind. Itis so easy
to destroy, so very difficult to rebuild.

When the governments in Zambia and
Zambabwe changed to all black, the perse-
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